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This report is the fifth year and last evaluation of 
the Title VII Bilingual Computer Literacy Project for San Elizario 
Independent School District, Texas. Several points in the fourth year 
evaluation focused oh the need for the computer assisted instruction 
(CAI) project to obtain and maintain community and parent involvement 
and to secure and maintain school district staff commitment. A 
newsletter and survey sent to parents in May 1^89 requested parent 
volunteers for a numlDer of activities; this may be a start toward 
parent involvement in the CAI project. Although teachers and staff 
have shown a strong and growing commitment to the project, turnover 
in project personnel and funding problems threaten project status in 
the school district after the federal grant ends. A comparison of 
April 1988 ajid April 1989 standardized test scores for 159 students 
in grades 1-6 and 9-12 with national norms showed that reductions in 
the gap between participant scores and national norms occurred for 
composite .Scores, reading: language arts, and mathematics in grades 
4, 6 r and 12; and for grade 2 reading; grade 5 language arts; grade 9 
language arts; grade 10 composite scores, reading, and language arts; 
and grade 11 composite scores, reading, and mathematics. English 
language proficiency improved for five grad-ss and worsened for four 
grades, but gains and losses were minimal. Appendices include a 
letter explaining district plans for project continuation, an 
explanation of the gap reduction model, standardized test scores and 
statistics, and descriptions of oral language proficiency levels. 
This report contains 17 references. (SV) 
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I 

Part 1 
Introduction 

This report is the -fi-fth year and last evaluation d+ 
the Title VII Bilingual Computer Literacy Project -for San 
El izario Independent School District (SEI5D) ~ Texas. Given 
the extensive report submitted last year (Fourth Year - 
August 10, 1988 ~ 207 pages), this report will be brief. 

Essentially, this report has two additional parts. Part 
II will contain our analysis o-f the process to institution- 
alize the project as a tiKture in the school district after 
•five years -federal -funding. Part III will present the 
results o-f student progress based on pr5--post test scores. 
Appendices will contain various material, especially tables 
indicating student achievement via the Gap Reduction Model . 
In addition, we have added the list o-f re-ferences -found in 
Report #4 which also contains new entries ustid only in 
Report #5. 



Part II 



Institutionalization o-f the Project 



It would be well to begin this section with some points 
raised in The F'ourth Year Report. These points drawn -from 
the literature review, -focus on the need +or any innovative 
project to 1) obtain and maintain community/parent 
involvement, and 2> secure and rnamtain school district 
sta-f-f commitment. 

Herated to parent support: 

Three reports (Ruther-ford ti Al maguer 1981, and two by 
New York City Board o-f Education, O-f -f ice o-f Educational 
Assessment, both 1986) indicate the essential need -for 
parental support and understanding in any computer 
assisted instruction (CAI) program. All three reports 
-focused on Hisp^nics — n?w arriv^.ls or otherwise. It was 
urged that Parent AdviGory CoLihcil s <PAC) be 
establ ished to rein-force and convey tha importance o-f 
tha students' work at home in the CAI program, (pp. 
6-7) 

Related to district commitment and sta-f-f attitudes: 

Three studies directly or indirectly address these two 
points. In summar / and to no one's surprise, without 
strong commitment by the district personnel , 
administrators, teachers, and other sta-f-f, CAI will not 
succeed,, nor would any other innovative project. In 
addition to general sta-f-f support, -financial resources 
-for material and special ized sta-f-f seem to be 
critical 1 y important (three reports by New York City 
Board o-f Education, O-f -f ice o-f Educational Assessment, 
one 1985, two 1986). These reports indicate the need to 
train teachers through inservice workshop.s.^. The 
objective in all the projects reported was to improve 
skills in content areas and employment potential 
through CAI -for all students enrolled in a project. 
These reports also urge the need -for a -full time 
director dedicated to the implementation o-f a CAI 
program. One other report (Education Turnkey Systems, 
1985) strongly suggested that unless teachers' 



attitudes are positive toward CAI projects, students 
Gannot be ejjpected to be positive and their parents 
would re-flect their children's attitudes, ^p. 7) 

The remainder o-f Part 1 1 o-f the report wil l -focus on 
these two major points, in addition to adequate -fundingr 

In the -fourth year report (August 10, 1989) we 
recommended greater involvement o-f the Parent Advisory 
Council (PAG) • It was noted that the membership was very 
small and that meetings were held in-f-requent 1 y . It was 
observed that parent participation in the educational 
p»;!jqces5 generally and the CAI project was at best minimal 
(p. 52). Given recent events — that is the lowering o-f San 
El izario I3D accreditation by the le?;as Education Agency 
(TEA) — it is essential that the district have greater 
parental awareness and involvement m many aspects o-f the 
district, as well as the CAI project. A start in this 
direction mav be the parental survey sent out to parents in 
the May 1989 issue o-f The Mission ^ the district's 
newsletter. The newsletter and the survey asked -for parent 
volunteers -for a number o-f activities. This is a start. 

Of greatest concern to the evaluation team on the 
matter o-f institutionalization is the commitment o-f the 
administration and sta-f-f to the CAI project. It may well be 
that without adequate -funds -from outside sources this 
project will -fall by the wayside in the sense o-f the 
original intentions o-f the -five year -federal grant. There 
is, m addition, the turnover o+ personnel generally and 



speci-f ical 1 y with the pro ject . For example, m the last 
three years leadership -for the project has been in the hands 
o-f three di-fferent people. The sta-f-f committed to the 
elementary CAI lab has changed twice- Also, the v€?ry able 
sta-f-f member responsible -for the project at the high school 
level (grades 9-12) is stepping out o-f that position after 
being with the pi-^oject -for -four years. A proper replacement 
■for him is o-f importance- Only at the 7-8 grade level is 
there stability in CAI and these grade levels have never 
been a part o-f the project. Without continuity o-f committed 
sta-f-f it is doubt-ful the project as envisioned will 
continue. One symptom o-f d i-f -f icul t ies to come was the 
mabil ity o-f the district to keep the project operational at 
the elementary level dur.ing the -fall semester o-f 19SS. It 
did not start up again until three sta-f-f members ta 
co-ordinator and two aides who were students at the . 
University o-f Tejcas, El Paso) were hired. ^11 three persons 
are most capable and did much to enhance the project, but 
they will leave the district before July 1, 1989. There is 
some question in our minds as to how these positions will be 
-f il led . 

We have been, over the years o-f our evaluation, 
impressed by the growing acceptance o-f the -faculty o-f this 
project. Teachers with little or no knowledge o-f CAI have 
become strong supporters o-f the project. Much of this is due 
to the hard work o-f those at all levels, especially those 



working directly with students grades 1 - 12. We hop& that 
the district will continue its commitment to CAI . Siven 
that, we have received a letter -from the Director o-f 
Curriculum o-f SEISD on that very point (see Appendix A). But 
■For the district to carry out its commitments will require 
enough money and stable sta-f-fing that is qual.i-fied in CAI, 
•for the project to be institutionalized. 



Part III 

Quantitative Aspects o-f th& Project Evaluation 

Project students' progress or lack o-f progress m 
academic subjects and 1 anguage prof ic lency was eval uated 
through anal ysis o-f standardized test score resul ts . 
Standardized tests used +or this purpose include the Science 
Research Associates (SRA) Survey o-f Basic Skills <SBS) <SRA, 
Inc., 1985) and the Language. Assessment Scales (LAS) (Duncan 
?^ DeAvila, 1981). Analysis and results o-f project students' 
achievement is presented below by test type utilized: 

A- SRA-SBS 

The SRA-3BS was utilized to evaluate student 
achievement in academic subjects o-f reading, language arts 
and mathematics. Composite or overall achievement across 
academic subjects was also evaluated. Students' test scores 
presented as growth seal e val ues were reduced to means or 
averages by grade level and academic subject using a pretest 
date o-f April 1988 and a posttest date o-f April 1989. 
Utilizing only matched pretest and posttest scores, they 
were compared to national norfDs or standards in order to 
provide a comparison o-f the project students' achievement m 
relation to students across the United States. 

A Sap-Reduction Model (GRM) (Appendix B) which provides 
evidence o-f whether or not project students are closing the 
gap between -themselves and national groups was utilized. 



7 ^ 
Oin os'erview or summary of students' achievement across 



the subjects analysed 


is presented in 


Tabi e 1 . 


Cal cul at ion 


results are presented 


in Append.';; C. 








Table 1 
Title VII - 1989 
Relative Growth Indices 


(RGIs) 




GRADE 


1 Composite 


1 Reading 1 Language 


1 Math 


1 




1 bV. 1 




I 


2 




1 29'/. 1 




1 -102'/. ' 


3 


1 — 1 4i A 


1 - 41'/i 1 


- 20'/. 


1 - 23"-^ 


4 


1 39/: 


1 9b'/. 1 


im 


1 12/: 




1 - 2% 


1 - 59'/i 1 


21'/. 


1 0'/. 


6 


1 12:^ 


1 12'/. 1 


' 93'/. 


1 T/. 


9 


1 - 65"/i 


1 - bT/. 1 


41'/. 


1 -12'z>V. 


10 


1 2lV. 


1 35/: 1 


lb'/. 


1 - b9'/. 


11 


-1 50X 


1 ^'/. "l 


- 2b'/. 


1 1647. 


12 


1 i6o:-: 


1 29"-^ 1 


130'/. 


1 133"-^ 


Anal ysis 


and results: 


Table l presents 


a summary o-f project 


students 


' standings in 


relation to national comparison 



groups in the areas tested by the SRA-SBS (reading, language 



arts, and math). Composite score comparisons are also 
provided. Comparisons are presented as Relative Growth 
Indices between project students' and national groups' 
pretest and posttest resul ts — whether project students 
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reduced or increased the gap between themselves and national 
groups • 

Results by grade level -follow: 
Grade 1 

a. Composite — project students increased their mean 
score -from 75 to 168,. but no national norms were 
available to determines comparisons, 

b. Reading — project students showed a -67. Kelative 
Growth Inde5<, indicating that the gap between 
themsel ves and national groups increased . 

c. Language Arts — no matched scores were available to 
conduct an anal ysis • 

d. Math — no pretest national norms were available, 
however, oroject students raised their mean score 
+rom 121 to 176, scoring 17 points higher than the 
national average (159) on the posttest . Gap-- 
reduction/increase cannot be determined. 

Grade 2 

a. Composite — no pretest national norms were available. 
Al though project students increased their mean 
score -from 126 to 151, they scored 65 points lower 
than the national average (216) on the posttest. A 
gap-reduction/increase cannot be determined. 

b. Reading — project students showed a 297. Relative 
Growth Index, indicating that the gap between 
themselves and national groups was reduced. 



c. Language Arts — no pretest national norms were 
available. Although project students increased their 
mean score from 108 to 139, they scored 80 points 
below the national average (219) dh the posttest. A 
gap- reduction/increase cannot be determined. 

d. Math — project students scored higher (184) than 
national groups ( 159> on the pretest ; however, they 
scored 22 points lower than the national norms on 
the posttest, indicating a considerable lack o+ 
growth when compar«?d to national norms (-102*;i) . 

Grade 3 

a. Composite — project students showed a -12"/i Relative 
Growth Index, indicating that the gap between 
themselves and national groups was increased. 

b. Reading — project students iihowed a -41'/i Relative 
Growth Indejj , indicating that the gap between 
themselves and national groups was increased. 

c. Language Arts — project students showed a -20*/. 
Rel ative Growth Index , indicating that the gap 
between themselves and national groups was 
increased • 

d. Math — project students showed a -23/i Rel at i ve Growth 
Index, indicat ing.thi=^t thp gap^b^tj^^eji^Jn e m se'Lv e g 
and national groups was increased. 



Grade 4 

a. Composite — project students showed a 39% Relative 
Growth Index, indicating that the gap between 
themselves and national groups was reduced. 

b. Reading — project students showed a 96'/i Relative 
Growth Index, indicating that the gap between 
themselves and national groups was reduced. 

c . Language Arts — project students showed a 78% 
Relative Growth Index, indicating that the gap 
between themselves and national groups was reduced. 

d. Math — project students showed a 12% Relative Growth 
Index , indicating that the gap between themsel ves 
and national groups was reduced. 

Grade .5 

a. Composite — project students showed a -2% Relative 
Growth Index , indicating that the gap between 
themselves and national groups was increased i 

b . Reading — project students showed a -59% Rel at i ve 
Growth Index, indicating that the gap between 
themselves and national groups was increased. 

c. Language Arts — project students showed a 27% 
Relative Growth Index, indicating that the gap 
between themselves and national groups was reduced. 

d. Math — project students showed a 0% Relative Growth 
Index, indicating that the gap between themselves 
and national groups remained the saiT^e.. 



Grade 6 

a. Composite — project students showed a 12% Relative 
Growth Inde;c , indicating that the gap between 
themselves and national groups was reduced. 

b. Reading — project students showed a 127. Relative 
Growth Inde:c , indicating that the gap between 
themselves and national groups was reduced. 

c. Language Arts — project students showed a 93% 
Relative Growth IndeM , indicating that the gap 
between themselves and national groups was reduced 

d. Math — project students showed a 7% Relative Growth 
Inde;< , indicating that the gap between themselves 
and national groups was reduced. 

Grade 9 

a. Composite — project students showed a -65% Relative 
Growth Indej<, indicating that the gap between 
themselves and national groups was increased. 

b. Reading — project students showed a -67% Relative 
Growth Indej< , indicating that the gap between 
themselves and national groups was increased. 

c. Language Arts — project students showed a 41% 
Rel at ive Growth Inde;: , indicating that the gap 
between themsel ves and nat ional groups was reduced 

d. Math — project students showed a -125% Relative 
Growth Inde;: , indicating that the gap between 
themselves and national groups was increased. 



Grade 10 

a. Composite — project students showed a 12yi Relative 
Growth Inde;c, indicating that the gap between 
themselves and national groups was reduced. 

b. Reading — project students showed a 35% Relative 
Growth Index, indicating that the gap between 
themselves and national groups was reduced. 

c. Language Arts — project students showed a 167. 
Relative Growth Index, indicating that the gap 
between themselves and national groups was reduced. 

d. Math — project students showed a -69'/ Relative Growth 
Index, indicating that the gap between themselves 
and national groups was increased. 

Grade 11 

a. Composite — project students showed a 50yi Relative 
Growth Index , indicating that the gap betvjeen 
themselves and national groups was reduced. 

b. Heading — project students showed a 4% Relative 
Growth Index, indicating that the gap between 
themselves anct national groups was reduced. 

c. Language Arts — project students showed a -26% 
Relative Growth Index, indicating that the gap 
between themselves and national groups was 
increased . 



d. Math — project students showed a 164% Relative Growth 
IndeK , indicating that the gap between themselves 
and national groups was reduced . 

Grade 12 

The Relative Growth Index -formula may show unstable 
results when applied to groups o-f less thc*n 10 - 15 
students. Grade 12 had 4 matched scores and thus the 
RGIs here presented may be unstable. 

a. Composite — project students showed a 160X Relative 
Growth Index, indicating that the gap between 
themselves and national groups was reduced. 

b. Reading — project students showed a 29X Relative 
Growth Index, indicating that the gap between 
themsel ves and national groups was reduced • 

c. Language Arts — project students showed a 130% 
Relative Growth Index, indicating that the gap 
between themselves and national groups was reduced. 

d. Math — project students showed a 133% Relative Growth 
Index, indicating that the gap between themselves 
and national groups was reduced. 
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b. LAS 

Project students' progress m .English language 
proficiency -for school year 1988-89 was evaluated through 
analysis o-f test score results gained from the Language 
Assessment Scales (LAS) test (Duncan Zf. DeAvila,. 1981). LAS 
scores are reported as pro-ficiency levels ranging -from Level 
1 (non-speaker) to Level 5 (-fluent speaker), and provide a 
gross estimate o-f students' oral language pro-ficiency (see 
Appendi>; D -for a -full explanation o-f pro-ficiency levels). 

A pretest date o-f Spring, 1988 and a posttest date o-f 
Spring, 1989 was established -for analysis o-f scares which 
wGre t&bul ated by grade level utilizing only matched pretest 
and posttest individual scores to determine gam or loss in 
prof iciency . 

Table 2 presents project students' LAS English oral 
language proficiency results by grade level and indicates 
whether or not growth occurred over the two testing pe^"*iods. 



Tabl e 2 



• 


LAS 


English Test Summary Results 




(Pretest = 


Soring 


, 1988) 


(Posttest = 


Spring, 19S9) 


N = number* 


o-f students with 


matched pretest and 


posttest 


scores) 










Grade 


1 N 


1 Pretest 


Mean 1 Posttest Mean 1 Gam/Loss 


1 


I ^ 


! 2.0 


1 V ■ 




2 


1 11 


1 2.5 


1 1 .9 


1 -0.6 


3 


1 1? 


1 2.8 


1 2.9 


1 -^0 . 1 


4 


1 23 


1 3.4 


1 3.7 


1 ■K).3 


5 


1 14 


1 3.5 


1 3.6 


1 +0 . 1 


6 


1 4 


1 3.2 


1 2.0 


1 -1 .2 


9 


\ 3 


1 2.3 


1 1 .7 


1 -0.6 


10 


1 10 


1 3.2 


1 3.4 


1 +0.2 


11 


I 2 


1 3.0 


1 2.5 


1 -0.5 


12 


1 1 


1 3.0 


1 3.0 


1 0 



As evidenced in Table 2, -five grades (3, 3, 4, 5, lO,* 
showed an improvement in pro-f iciency , -four grades (2, 6, 9, 
11) e);hibited a drop, with one grade (12) remaining at the 
same level. Gains and losses were minimal, with only two 
gr-ades (1 and 6) either increasing or decreasing a -full 
1 evel in pro-f iciency . 

A note o-f caution is required in the interpretation o-f 
test score summary results; +or several grade levels (-for 
example, grades 1, 9, 11, 12) very -few matched pretest and 
posttest scores were available, thus these summary results 
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may not be completely representative o-f all o-f the project 
students in those grades. 

For -future student language pro-ficiency evaluations, it 
IS recommended that school district personnel util ize LAS 
raw scores in addition to "level" pro-ficiency scores in 
order to" gam a more accurate view of student achievement. 
Additionally, teacher observation and reporting o-f students' 
per-formance on classroom instructional tasks will provide a 
more realistic measure o-f students' -functional pro-ficiency 
in the English language. 
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San Elizafio 
Independent School District 



RO. Boit920 
San^Etizaria >xas 79849-920 
(915) 651*2791 



TO: Dr. Maltby 

NMSU Evaluation Team 

FROM: Mr. Robert Longoria ^ 
Director of Curriculum 

RE: Upcoming Cocrmittments 

DATE: May 26, 1989 




••ALL STUDENTSTTAN LEARN" 



First of all/ a note of appreciation to you and your staff for the 
recent input and cooperation given. 

This memo ;shall serve as notice of upcdrning committments by our district 
to continue total institutionalization of computers districtwide. 

The following decisions have transpired in reference to continue quality 
computer assisted instruction districtwide with our LEP (and to include 
regular) student populations: 

1 . The services of the Title VII coordinator and both teacher aides 
will expire on sch:idule June 15 (in accordance to proposall. The 
district will commit to retaining the two teacher aides on a part- 
time/full-time basis for 1989-90 school year. 

2. The district will continue curriculum writing ti.is summer with an 
emphasis on including computer activities. Teachers will attend 
workshops (funded through Title VII and in-district) and be contracted 
for final product. Biphasis will be on language arts, mathematics, 
and computer related subjects. Present Title VII personnel (inclusive 
of Dr. Tinajero) will be contracted to assist as consultants for 
technical assistance. 

3. A technology plan will be developed to insure total K-12 institu- 
tionalization. This plan will dictate a clearer sense of direction 
for technology implemented in the district. 

4. Space will be made available at the elementary to continue with a 
computer learning center. Keyboarding, computer literacy, and tutorial 
programs will be the emphasis at the elementary. Middle school will 
offer mandated computer literacy classes. Additional hardware/ 
software will be purchased^ to include the science department in utilizing 
technology. 
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The high school will offer cocnputer science courses. A certified 
cotputer teacher will be sought. Data-processing will be inpleimented 
within a two year time span. 

I vould like to add that the monies Title VII has injected into our 
distribt has been invaluable to oiar LEP populations. The monies have 
given; us a gr^at start in institutionalizing the technology into the 
district. Procurement of software and hardware will continue. The 
district is excited about the future of teclinology in our district. 



cc: Mr. Mien Boyd 

Mrs. Barbara Fechner 
Dt\* Josie Tinajero 



RL/ir 
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Gap Reduction Model 

Following is an explanation of the Gap Reduction Model 

(GRM) that produces the Relative Growth Indices (RGIs) , 

according to Tallmadge, Lam, and Gamel , in Bi 1 ingual 

Education Evaluation System , User^s Guide , Vol ume 1 , 1987. 

RGIs e;(press, m percentage terms, the amount by v^hich 
the progress o-f the project group exceeded or -fell 
short o-f the progress o-f the comparison group. 
An RGl o-f 20/i means that the progress of the project 
group was 207. larger than .that of the comparison group. 
An RBI of -87. means that the progress of the project 
group was 87, less than the progress of the comparison 
group . 

You should not place too much confidence in analyses 
based on fewer than about 10 to 15 students, hov^ever , 
since the RGIs of smal 1 groups will be unstable . < p . 
100) 

Tallmadge et al , in Bilingual Education Evaluation 
Syste m. User^s Guide . Vol ume I I . 1987, presents the 
calculations for the Relative Growth Index. 



The Pretest Gap is the comparison group's mean pretest 
score minus the project group's mean/median pretest 
score divided by the comparison group's pretest 
standard deviation . 

The Fosttest Ga p is the comparison goup's mean posttest 
score minus the project group's mean/median posttest 
score divided by the comparison group's posttest 
standard deviation . 

The Gap Reduction is the pretest gap minus the 
posttest . 

The Comparison Group's (standardized) Growth is the 
comparison group's mean posttest score minus its mean 
pretest score divided by the square root o-f the average 
of its pre- and posttest squared standard deviations. 
CIn footnote at bottom of page: First square the 
comparison group ' s pretest and posttest standard 
deviations. Add them together and divide by two. Then, 
take the square root of the result.] 
The Project Group's (standardized) Growth is the 
comparison group's growth plus the gap reduction. 



2'7 
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The Relative Growth Inde:; is the pro.iecrt Qroup's arnwth 
minus the comparison group's growth divided by the 
comparison group's growth and multiplied by 100 (to 
convert it to a percentage). (Appendix H, p. 4) 

Calculations -for the Relative Growth Index can be 
pressed m the -following manner: 








1 Abbreviations/symbols used represent: 1 
1 Comp « = Comparison 1 
1 Proj . = Project t 
1 y. - mean 1 
! s .d » = standard deviation 1 






1 . 


h>-^etest GaD 
Comp. Pretest k - Proj. Pretest 5<" 








Comp. Pretest s.d. 


i 


- 


2 . 


Posttest Ga.D 
Comp . Posttest IT - Proj . Posttest TT 








Comp . Posttest s .d . 






3. 


Gap Reduction 
Pretest Gap - Posttest Gap 






4. 


Comparison Growth 

Comp . Posttest x - Comp . Pretest k 
fcHComo. f-*retest s.d.) + (Comp. Posttest s-d.) 






5. 


Project Growth 

Comp. Growth + Gap Reduction 


• 




6. 


F^el ative Growth IndeJi 

Proj . Growth - Comp . Growth -^^^ 
Comp • Growth 


I. 
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Appendix C 
Grades 1 through 5 
Relative Growth Index Data 



Grade 
Level 


lest 1 

r^i CO 1 


IPre 

1 wop 


IPost 

1 Udp 


IGap 

1 PbH 
1 ncu . 


i Comp . 
1 Growth 


IProj. 
ibrowth 


IRel . 
Ibr. Ind 


1 Proj . 
IN 


1 


CS 1 














1 5 




R i 


1 0.45 


1 0 S4 


1 —0 

1 v • vT 




1 1 1 


1 — OA 


1 P. 
1 o 




1 1 


I 
















11 i 




f -0.49 






, 


1 


1 'J 


2 


CS I 




1 1 .18 










1 19 




R 1 


1 1 ^4 

1 




1 V • w^ 


1 119 


1 1 AA 


1 oov 
1 Zt^ 


1 0 




L 1 




1 1.36 










12 




n 1 


1 -0.71 


0.43 


1 -1.14 


1 1 .12 


1 - 09 


—1 ft*?*/ 


1 V 


3 


CS 1 


1 1 .0 


1 .1 




1 0 


1 0 7S 

V ■ • '-^ 








R 1 


I 1 .19 


1 .4 


-0 91 


1 0 SI 


1 0 T 


— A1 y 


Oi-r 




1 I 

^ 1 








1 U . c3*f 


Ti A"? 
L' .O / 


— 


Jl 


4 


M t 

11 1 


1 r* 4Q 


V .07 

V .T*T 


C\ 9A 


V . DO 
1 ft AA 


Ti A A 


OTA 






R 1 


1 1 4A 






1 fi SA 


1 1 
1.1 


QAV 
TOA 


ZD 




ll ! 


1 1 .42 


0.96 


0.46 


1 0.59 


1 .05 


t Vim 






M 1 


1 0.71 


0.63 


0.08 


1 0.65 


0.73 


127. 


26 


5 


CS 1 


1 1.23 


1.24 


-0.01 


1 0 .56 


0.55 


- 27. 


17 




R ! 


1 1.22 


1.49 


-0.27 


I 0.46 


0.19 


-59% 


17 




L i 


1 1.44 


1.32 


0-12 


1 0.44 


0.56 


277. 


17 




M 1 


1 0.81 


0.81 


0 


1 0.66 


0.66 


07. 


17 
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Grades 6 through 12 
Relative Growth Index Data 



Grade 
Level 


Test 1 
Area 1 


Irre 
IGap 


IPost 
IGap 


IGap 
IRed. 


1 Comp . 
1 Growth 


iProj . 
1 Growth 


IRel . 
I6r. Ind 


1 Proj . 
IN 


6 


CS 1 
R 1 


1 L.41 
1 1.55 


1 1.35 
1 1.49 


1 0.06 
1 0.06 


1 0.49 
1 0.49 


1 0.55 
1 0.55 


1 12% 
1 12"/: 


1 li 
I 11 




L 1 


1 1 .58 


1 1.31 


1 0.27 


1 0.29 


1 0.56 


1 93V. 


1 11 




M 1 


1 1 .09 


1 1 .05 


1 0.04 


1 0.57 


1 0.61 


1 7X 


1 11 


9 


C5 1 


1 0 .89 


1 1 .06 


1 -0.17 


1 0.26 


1 0.09 


1 -65% 


1 20 




R 1 


5 1.02 


1 1.22 


1 -0.12 


i 0.3 


1 0.1 


1 -67% 


1 20 




L 1 


1 0.84 


1 0.77 


1 0.07 


1 0.17 


1 0.24 


1 41% 


1 20 




M i 


1 0.63 


i 0.93 


1 -0.3 


1 0.24 


1 -0.06 


1-125% 


1 2f- 


10 


C3 1 


1 1.13 


1 1 .08 


1 0.05 


1 0.24 


1 0.29 


1 21% 


1 16 




R 1 


1 1 .05 


1 0.96 


1 0.09 


1 0.26 


1 0.35 


1 35% 


1 16 




L 1 


1 0.97 


1 0.84 


1 0.13 


1 0.17 


! 0.3 


1 76% 


1 16 




M ! 


1 0.88 


1 1.06 


1 -0.18 


i 0.26 


1 0.08 


1 -69% 


16 


U 


CS i 


« 0.56 


1 0.46 


1 0.1 


1 0.2 


1 0.3 


1 50% 


! 12 




R 1 


1 0.67 


1 0.66 


1 0.01 


1 0.27 


1 0.28 


1 4% 


1 12 




L 1 


1 0.31 


1 0.37 


1 -0.06 


1 0.23 


1 0.17 


1 -26% 


1 12 




M 1 


1 0.55 


1 0.32 


1 0.23 


1 0.14 


1 0.37 


1 164% 


12 


12 


CS 1 


1 0.9 


1 0.74 


1 0.16 


1 0.1 


1 0.26 


1 160% 


1 4 




R 1 


1 0.95 


1 0.90 


1 0.05 


1 0.17 


1 0.22 


1 29% 


! 4 




L 1 


1 0.85 


1 0.72 


1 0.13 


1 0.1 


1 0.23 


1 150% 


1 4 




M 1 


1 0.72 


1 0.56 


1 0.16 


1 0.12 


1 0.28 


1 133% 


' 4 
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Grades 1 through 5 
Comparison and Project Group Data 



oraae T est 
Level ftrea 


1 Comp . 
Ipre X 


ICoflip . 
Ipre sd 


1 Comp . 
Ipost X 


1 Comp . 
Ipost sd 


1 Pro j . 
Ipre X 


1 Pro j . 
Ipost ~ 


1 CS 


1 


1 


1 ■ 


1 


1 75 


1 169 


R 


1 104 


1 51 


1 174 


1 50 


1 81 


1 147 


L 


1 


1 


1 


1 


1 


1 


M 


1 


1 


1 159 


1 35 


1 121 


1 176 


2 CS 1 


1 


1 


1 216 


1 55 


126 


1 153 


R 1 


1 174 


1 50 


1 234 


1 57 


92 


1 15V 


L 1 






1 219 


1 59 


lOB 


1 139 


M 1 


1 15? 


1 35 


1 208 


1 51 


1B4 


1 186 


3 CS 1 


1 216 


1 55 


1 265 


1 60 


161 


1 199 


R ( 


i 234 


1 57 


1 261 


1 48 1 


166 


1 194 


L t 


1 219 


1 59 


1 267 


55 1 


15B 


20! 


H 1 
4 CS 1 


1 208 
i 265 ■ 


1 51 
1 60 


1 252 
306 


51 1 
65 1 


183 
193 


.217 
245 


R 1 


! 261 


48 


288 


4? 1 


191 


24:-i 


L 1 


1 267 


55 


299 


54 1 


189 


247 


M 1 


1 252 


51 


284 1 


48 1 


216 1 


25i 


5 CS 1 


1 -306 


65 


546 1 


78 1 


226 


249 


R 1 


1 288 


49 


312 1 


55 1 


22B 1 


250 


L 1 


1 299 


54 1 


324 1 


59 1 


221 1 


24c 


M 1 


1-284 1 


48 1 


319 1 


58 1 


245 1 


272 
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Grades 6 through 12 
Comparison and Project Group Data 



Grade 
Level 


Test 
Area 


1 1 Comp . 
1 Ipre JT 


1 Comp . 
Ipre sd' 


1 Comp . 
Ipost 5< 


1 Comp , 
Ipost sd 


Proj . 
ore iT 


1 Proj • 
1 post IT 


6 


CS 


1 1 346 


1 78 


1 385 


1 81 


236 


f 276 




R 


1 1 312 


1 55 


1 339 


1 55 


227 


1 257 




L 


1 1 324 


1 59 


I 341 


1 59 


231 


1 26^ 




M 


1 1 319 


1 58 


1 352 


1 58 


1 256 


1 291 


9 


CS 


1 1 444 


1 84 


1 466 


1 87 


369 


1 374 




R 


1 1 371 


1 53 


1 387 


1 55 


317 


1 - 320 




L 


1 1 374 


1 56 


1 384 


1 60 


327 


1 338 




M 


1 1 405 


1 70 


1 422 


1 72 


361 


1 35!^' 


10 


CS 


i i 466 


1 87 


1 487 


1 87 


368 


1 393 




R 


1 1 387 


1 55 


1 401 


1 54 


329 


1 349 




L 


1 1 384 


1 60 


1 394 


1 61 


326 


1 343 




M 


1 1 422 


1 72 


1 441 


1 77 


359 


1 25^ 


11 


CS 


1 1 487 


1 87 


1 505 


1 90 


438 


1 46^ 




R 


1 1 401 


1 54 


1 416 


1 58 


365 


1 378 




L 


1 1 394 


1 61 


1 408 


1 62 


375 


! 38^ 




M 


1 1 441 


1 77 


1 452 


1 82 


1 399 


1 426 


12 


CS 


1 1 505 


1 90 


1 514 


1 93 


424 


I 44^ 




R 


1 1 416 


1 58 


1 423 


1 62 


361 


1 367 




L 


1 1 408 


1 62 


1 414 


1 64 


355 


1 368 




M 


1 1 452 


1 02 


1 462 


1 85 


393 


1 414 
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APPENDIX D 



Oescrlptioo of LAS» Oral Production (Story-Rettll Ing) Proficiency lovcIs 



ORAL PRODUCTION 
LEVEL 


PROFICIENCY 
LEVEL 


DESCRIPTION 


1 


NON 


At L«v«r 1, th« sTuotnt produces only isolated words 
and aKprtssions. Whfit thara are some diffarancas 
across tha age groups, thay are vary slight at this 
level of performance. 


2 


SPEAKER 


r\* kvvvi ^, 0 rew 1 SOI area pnrases and fragmented or 
very simple sentences are produced. Sentences are 
usually incoherent and may be difficult to associate 
with the story 1 ine. ' 


3 


LIMITED 
SPEAKER 


At tavel 3, complete sentences are produced, often with 
systematic errors in syntax. Sentences are longer and 
more coherent than in Level 2. The most salient char- 
acteristic of Level 3 is that a more or less complete 
version of the story is produced, although the sen- 
teces, tfhile more coherent than In Level 2» may be awk* 
ward, and syntactic Trors tend to repeat themselves. 
Thus, while the student may be able to produce suffi* 
cient vocabulary and facts necessary to retell the 
story, s/he has difficulty in combining the words with 
the same facility as that of tha proficient speaker. 
It Is also not uncommon to find some language mlxino at 
Level 3. ^ ^ a 






It should be noted that one of the more difficult dis- 
criminations to make In scoring the Oral Production is 
between Level 3 and 4 (I.e., limited vs. proficient). 
It is particularly at this level that the ear of a pro- 
ficient netiv* speaker is essential. 


4 


FLUENT 
(PROFICIENT) 


At Level 4, the student produces a complete version of 
the story In coherent sentences with native* like fluen- 
cy. WSiile there may be occasional Trors in either syn- 
tax or vocabulary, these are mrrors which would not be 
uncommon among native speakers. The main difference 
between Level 4 and 5 Is that the former Is often a 
more limited version in terms of vocabulary and syntac- 
tical complexity. 


• 5 


SPEAKER ' 


At Level 5, the student produces complete sentences 
which are coherent, syntactically correct for his/hor 
developmental age, and overall Is an articulate, pro- 
ficient native speaker. 

Note: The determination of LAS© Levels 4 and 5 (pro- 
ficient speakers) are based on the criteria of Standard 
English because of the instructional demands of . most 
classrooms. 



(Duncan & De Avila, 1981, p. 3) 
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